
STATE OF LOUISIANA 
LEGISLATIVE AUDITOR 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

City of Shreveport - 
Convention Center 
Shreveport, Louisiana 

 
December 17, 2003 



 

LEGISLATIVE AUDIT ADVISORY COUNCIL 
 

MEMBERS 
 

Senator J. “Tom” Schedler, Chairman 
Representative Edwin R. Murray, Vice Chairman 

 
Senator Robert J. Barham 

Senator Lynn B. Dean 
Senator Jon D. Johnson 
Senator Willie L. Mount 

Representative Rick Farrar 
Representative Victor T. Stelly 

Representative T. Taylor Townsend 
Representative Warren J. Triche, Jr. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DIRECTOR OF INVESTIGATIVE AUDIT 
 

Daryl G. Purpera, CPA, CFE 
 
 

Under the provisions of state law, this report is a public document.  A copy of this 
report has been submitted to the Governor, to the Attorney General, and to other 
public officials as required by state law.  A copy of this report has been made 
available for public inspection at the Baton Rouge office of the Legislative Auditor 
and at the office of the parish clerk of court. 
 
 
 

This document is produced by the Legislative Auditor, State of Louisiana, Post 
Office Box 94397, Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-9397 in accordance with 
Louisiana Revised Statute 24:513.  Twenty-four copies of this public document 
were produced at an approximate cost of $74.88.  This material was produced in 
accordance with the standards for state agencies established pursuant to R.S. 
43:31.  This document is available on the Legislative Auditor’s Web site at 
www.lla.state.la.us. 
 
 
In compliance with the Americans With Disabilities Act, if you need special 
assistance relative to this document, or any documents of the Legislative Auditor, 
please contact Wayne “Skip” Irwin, Director of Administration, at 225/339-3800. 



Table of Contents 
 

-Page 

Executive Summary .........................................................................................................................1 

Background and Methodology.........................................................................................................5 

Finding .............................................................................................................................................7 

Recommendations..........................................................................................................................21 

Management’s Response ..............................................................................................Attachment I 

Attorney General’s Opinion 03-0108 ......................................................................... Attachment II 

 



OFFICE OF 
LEGISLATIVE AUDITOR 

STATE OF LOUISIANA 
BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70804-9397 

 
 
 

 

1600 NORTH THIRD STREET 
POST OFFICE BOX 94397 

TELEPHONE:  (225) 339-3800 
FACSIMILE:    (225) 339-3870 

 

December 17, 2003 
 
 
 
 
 
THE HONORABLE KEITH HIGHTOWER 
MAYOR  
CITY OF SHREVEPORT 
Shreveport, Louisiana 
 
Transmitted herewith is our investigative report on the City of Shreveport - Convention Center.  
Our examination was conducted in accordance with Title 24 of the Louisiana Revised Statutes 
and was performed to determine the propriety of certain allegations received by this office. 
 
This report presents our finding and recommendations, as well as your response.  Copies of this 
report have been delivered to those authorities as required by state law. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
Grover C. Austin, CPA 
First Assistant Legislative Auditor 

 
DGP:EKL:SDP:ss 
 
[SHREVPT03] 



Executive Summary 
 

1 

City of Shreveport - 
Convention Center 

Investigative Audit Report 
 

Finding (See pages 7-20.) 
 
During March 1999, the City of Shreveport (City) began a project to build a 350,000 square foot 
convention center. The City has accumulated over $105 million in available funds for this project 
and has expended over $24 million.  The project has been hampered by delays, poor 
accountability, and a possible violation of the public bid law. 
 
The available funds include bond proceeds of $85,000,000, interest earnings of $12,899,015, 
$2,990,805 from the sale of property, and $4,500,000 received as a settlement from the city’s 
previous construction contractor.  The City has expended $24,012,769; 31% for design 
engineering, 27% for the purchase of land, 17% for construction, and 19% for environmental 
remediation and consultation.  The remaining 6% was spent on legal fees, demolition, fencing, 
and miscellaneous expenses.  In addition, the City has paid $8,470,000 in principal and 
$15,838,592 in interest on the bonds.   
 
The primary design engineering costs were for the services of an architect.  However, the City 
allowed a 25% markup based on a complexity factor to be included in the architect’s fee though 
no documentation supported such an increase.  Also, the City did not require the architect to 
specify the amounts being charged for the services of subcontractors or require the architect to 
demonstrate how such charges were derived and whether they were supported by subcontractor 
charges to the architect.  In addition, the City did not require that the architect provide written 
documentation or work product of the subcontractors thereby demonstrating the value and 
quality of these services.   
 
The environmental remediation and consultation costs were incurred through agreements with 
environmental engineers that included the following deficiencies: 
 

• Though a portion of the work was construction, the agreements were not written 
contracts as required by state law, Revised Statute (R.S.) 38:2241 A.(1). 

• Contractors and subcontractors were not required to post performance bonds 
protecting the City from loss. 
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• The environmental engineer hired by the City hired subcontractors to do work that is 
considered (Attorney General Opinion 03-0108) “public works,” which is required by 
state law to be competitively bid; state law was not followed. 

• The environmental engineer hired a subcontractor.  Then the subcontractor hired a 
subcontractor.  This relationship resulted in multiple-cost markups.  

 
In addition, the City purchased land for the Riverfront Park extension project using bond funds 
dedicated for that purpose.  Should the City later decide to use a portion of this land for the 
convention center, the City will be required to reimburse $539,480 of these dedicated funds to 
the Riverfront Park extension project. 
 
 
Recommendations (See page 21.) 

 
The City of Shreveport should appropriately monitor the expenditure of public funds in the 
completion of its convention center project by: 
 

(1) complying with the public bid law; 

(2) determining the appropriateness of the architect’s 25% complexity factor markup and 
appropriately documenting this determination; 

(3) ensuring all work invoiced is accomplished and adequate supporting documents have 
been received before payment is made; 

(4) requiring adequate documentation from contractors to support their billings and work 
performed and the billings and work of subcontractors; this documentation should be 
sufficient to enable the City to ensure that it has received services commensurate with 
the public funds expended; 

(5) seeking the refund of $197,533 from ALTEC for the overpayment on its markup; 

(6) determining the exact cost of land allocated to the convention center from the 
Riverfront Park extension project and reimbursing the proper amount;  

(7) ensuring all contracts are in writing and include a description of work to be 
performed, the work to be done by related parties, related parties’ markups, 
completion dates, performance terms, and licensure by the Louisiana State Licensing 
Board; and 

(8) consulting with the state Office of Facility Planning for guidance in developing 
architectural contracts. 

 



Executive Summary 

3 

Management’s Response (See Attachment I.) 
 
The City agrees that “the project has been hampered by delays" and has been a complicated 
project as a result of necessary legal actions, extensive environmental remediation, and an 
unexpected financial collapse of the construction manager. However, the City strongly 
disagrees that there has been "poor accountability, and a possible violation of the public bid 
law.” 

The City's original environmental consultant, Jones Environmental, Inc. (JEI), estimated the 
remediation costs at approximately $5 million. After the City became concerned with lack 
of quality with the work product and the excessive charges and estimates of JEI, the City 
replaced JEI with ALTEC.  ALTEC completed the remediation and site work for a savings of 
$3.29 million to the City. 

The City, through the aggressive actions of the mayor and his administration, received 
$4,500,000 from the contractor's bonding company.  In addition, the cost for the convention 
center and garage was approximately $6,000,000 less than the original contract. The taxpayers 
have received an approximate savings of $10.5 million in construction costs alone. These 
aggressive actions and savings of approximately $13.8 million are hardly a result of "poor 
accountability." 

The City agrees with the recommendations of the auditor but takes issue with two of the 
recommendations. 

The City believes that the architect's 25% complexity factor is appropriate because the services 
provided were more than core architecture and engineering services. In addition to these 
standard services, the design team acted as a project manager to assist in site location, 
environmental issues, railroad relocation, hotel development options and other valuable 
necessary services. 

The City's agreement with ALTEC of 10% markup was only for reimbursable expenses as 
described in an ordinary architect/engineering contract (i.e., copies, analytical testing, etc.). 
The City was provided by ALTEC with a scope of work and budget estimate for all other work 
and did not have an agreement regarding "markup" for any of that work. 

Ken Antee (Chief Administrative Officer) has stated on numerous occasions that he reached an 
agreement with ALTEC that "markups" would only be 10%. However, he believes that there 
has been a misunderstanding as to the definition of "markups." It was never the intention of 
Ken Antee nor ALTEC that their fee and general condition would be limited to 10%. 
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The City of Shreveport (“City”) was incorporated pursuant to Act No. 67, which was enacted by 
the Louisiana Legislature on March 20, 1839.  In May of 1978, the present City charter was 
adopted which established a mayor-council form of government.  The City provides a full range 
of municipal services as authorized by the charter.  These include police and fire protection, 
emergency medical services, public works (streets and waste collection), public improvements, 
water and sewer services, parks and recreation, planning and zoning, public transportation, 
social, cultural and general administrative services.  During 1999, the City began a project to 
build a convention center and related facilities.  

The legislative auditor received information indicating that certain transactions of the convention 
center project were not properly performed in accordance with state law.  This investigative audit 
was performed to determine the propriety of these transactions.   

The procedures performed during this investigative audit consisted of (1) interviewing 
employees and officials of the City; (2) interviewing other persons as appropriate; (3) examining 
selected documents and records of the City; (4) making inquiries and performing tests to the 
extent we considered necessary to achieve our purpose; and (5) reviewing applicable state laws. 
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During March 1999, the City of Shreveport (City) began a project to build a 350,000 square foot 
convention center. The City has accumulated over $105 million in available funds for this project 
and has expended over $24 million.  The project has been hampered by delays, poor 
accountability, and a possible violation of the public bid law.   

 

The available funds include bond proceeds of $85,000,000, interest earnings of $12,899,015, 
$2,990,805 from the sale of property, and 
$4,500,000 received as a settlement from the 
City’s previous construction contractor.  The 
City has expended $24,012,769; 31% for 
design engineering, 27% for the purchase of 
land, 17% for construction, and 19% for 
environmental remediation and consultation.  
The remaining 6% was spent on legal fees, 
demolition, fencing, and miscellaneous 
expenses.  In addition, the City has paid 
$8,470,000 in principal and $15,838,592 in 
interest on the bonds.   

 
ARCHITECT 
The City entered into an $8.2 million contract with an architect to design and oversee a 
substantial portion of the project including subcontractors.  The City’s contract with the architect 
is unclear as to the actual computation of charges.  In addition, the contract does not provide a 
means for the City to ensure that it has received the services of the architect’s subcontractors or 
that the City has paid an appropriate amount for these services.  For three of the architect’s 
subcontractors, there was little documented work product produced that would have afforded the 
City the opportunity to ensure that it paid only for services actually received and for services 
meeting expected quality standards.  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
The City also entered into agreements with two environmental engineers, Jones Environmental 
and ALTEC Environmental Consultants.  These agreements included the following deficiencies: 

 
• Though a portion of the work was construction, the agreements were not written 

contracts as required by state law, R.S. 38:2241 A.(1).1 

• Contractors and subcontractors were not required to post performance bonds 
protecting the City from loss. 

                                                 
1 R.S. 38:2241 A.(1) provides, in part, that whenever a public entity enters into a contract in excess of five thousand dollars for 
the construction, alteration, or repair of any public works, the official representative of the public entity shall reduce the contract 
to writing and have it signed by the parties.   

Proposed Convention Center 
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• The environmental engineer hired by the City hired subcontractors to do work that is 
considered (Attorney General Opinion 03-0108) “public works,” which is required by 
state law to be competitively bid; state law was not followed. 

• The environmental engineer hired a subcontractor.  Then the subcontractor hired a 
subcontractor.  This relationship resulted in multiple-cost markups.  

 
LAND 
In addition, the City purchased land for the Riverfront Park extension project using bond funds 
dedicated for that purpose.  Should the City later decide to use a portion of this land for the 
convention center, the City will be required to reimburse $539,480 of these dedicated funds to 
the Riverfront Park extension project. 
 

SOURCE OF FUNDS 

On April 27, 1999, the City council passed a resolution to submit to the City of Shreveport voters 
a proposition to issue $87,000,000 in 20-year general obligation bonds of which $85,000,000 
would be used for a convention center.  On July 17, 1999, voters approved the convention center 
proposition.  The City received the bond proceeds for the convention center on December 16, 
1999.  The City has held these funds in interest-bearing accounts since 1999 and earned interest 
of $12,899,015.  In addition, the City sold the “American Tower” and dedicated the proceeds of 
$2,990,805 to the construction of the convention center.  The City also received $4,500,000 from 
the City’s construction contractor and insurance bonding company.  The City entered into a 
construction management agreement with Whitaker Construction Company, Inc., covering 
construction of the convention center.  Safeco Insurance Company issued a performance and 
payment bond in connection with the construction management agreement naming the City as 
obligee and Whitaker as principal.  Thereafter, Whitaker was placed in involuntary bankruptcy 
proceeding by certain of its creditors on August 9, 2002.  On September 12, 2002, Whitaker 
converted the involuntary bankruptcy proceeding into a voluntary Chapter 11 proceeding.  
Thereafter, on or about September 1, 2003, the City, Whitaker, and Safeco entered into a 
settlement agreement whereby Safeco paid the City $4,500,000 in full and final settlement of all 
claims by the City against Safeco in connection with the convention center project and the 
construction management agreement.  In total, the City had $105,253,920 available for the 
convention center project.   
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EXPENDITURES 

As of September 5, 2003, the City has expended $24,012,769 on the convention center project; 
31% for design engineering, 27% for the purchase of land, 17% for construction, and 19% for 
environmental remediation and consultation.  The remaining 6% was spent on legal fees, 
demolition, fencing, and miscellaneous expenses.  In addition, the City has paid $8,470,000 in 
principal and $15,838,592 in interest on the bonds.   

 

 

SOURCE OF FUNDS

Bond Proceeds 
$84,864,100 Insurance 

Proceeds 
$4,500,000 

Interest 
$12,899,015 

American Tower 
$2,990,805 

EXPENDITURES

Land Purchase - 
$6,477,011 

Construction - $4,092,562 

Design - $7,519,453 

Environmental 
Consultants - $1,030,516

Environmental 
Remediation - $3,600,611

Other - $1,292,616
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DESIGN COSTS 

The largest share of the costs to date, apart from interest expense,2 has been related to the design 
of the convention center.  On August 1, 1999, the City entered into a contract for design services 
with Slack, Alost, Miremont, and Associates3 (SAM), a professional corporation of architects 
and engineers.  The contract totaling $8,227,185 included $4,296,000 for basic compensation 
and $3,931,185 for additional services.  SAM’s contract price includes SAM’s internal charges 
for work performed by SAM employees and also charges for subcontractors hired by SAM to 
meet its obligations.  Since August 1999, changes to the original contract have increased SAM’s 
contract from $8,227,185 to $9,490,881, an increase of 15%.  The City has paid SAM 
$7,519,453 as of September 5, 2003. 

ARCHITECT CONTRACT 
The contract provides for SAM to perform both basic and additional services allocated in various 
phases of the project including: 
 

• Design - schematic design and development; drawings; other documents to illustrate 
the scale and relationship of project components; definition of architectural, 
structural, mechanical, material, and other elements required; program schedule and 
budget 

• Documents - define in detail the requirements for construction of the project.  SAM 
was to assist the City in preparing bidding information, bidding forms, and the form 
of agreement between the City and contractor 

• Review 

• Bidding and negotiation - SAM assists the City in obtaining bids or negotiated 
proposals and assists in awarding the contracts for construction 

• Construction administration - SAM observes contractor’s work, evaluates the quality, 
and advises the City when the jobs are properly completed and ready for payment 

The contract’s provisions for compensation are broken down into categories: basic services, 
project representation beyond basic services, additional services of the architect, and additional 
services of consultants.  However, the actual computation of progress payments on the contract is 
unclear.  In one instance the contract refers to lump-sum basis, another instance refers to lump-
sum basis and current billing rates adjusted for inflation, while a third instance refers to a 
cost-plus computation.   

According to Article 11.3.1 of the contract, basic services of SAM are compensated as follows: 

. . . All Basic Services are provided on a lump sum basis . . . 

                                                 
2 The City has paid $15,838,592 in interest on its 20-year general obligation bonds. 
3 Slack, Alost, Miremont and Associates later became Slack, Alost, MsSwain and Associates. 
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Additional services not specified as part of the basic services are described in Article 3 of the 
contract.  These services include project representation beyond basic services, eight “contingent 
additional services,” and twenty “optional additional services.”  Article 11.3 of the contract 
provides that SAM shall be compensated for the project representation beyond basic services: 

All services additional to Basic Services are provided on a lump sum basis . . . 

Project representation beyond basic services is described in section 3.2 as the architect providing 
one or more project representatives to assist in carrying out additional onsite responsibilities to 
provide further protection for the City against defects and deficiencies in the work. 

Article 11.3.2 provides for payment of additional services of the architect as: 

. . . on a lump sum basis for labor and cost to perform tasks.  Current firm billing 
rates will apply, adjusted annually for inflation. 

Article 11.3.3 provides for SAM’s compensation of additional services of consultants:  

For additional services of consultants, including additional structural, 
mechanical and electrical engineering services and those provided under 
subparagraph 3.4.19 or identified in Article 12 as part of Additional Services, 
a multiple of (1.10) times the amounts billed to the Architect for such services. 

In accordance with the terms of the contract, basic and additional services are to be compensated 
as these services are provided at SAM’s current billing rates.  Subcontractor (consultant) fees are 
to be billed at cost plus 10%.  Services agreed upon but not covered in the contract require a 
change order thereby increasing the overall contract amount. 

During our examination, we found that: 

1. The City allowed a 25% markup based on a complexity factor to be included in the 
architect’s fee though no documentation supported such an increase. 

2. The City did not require the architect to specify the amounts being charged for the 
services of subcontractors or require the architect to demonstrate how such charges 
were derived and whether they were supported by subcontractor charges to the 
architect.  In addition, the City did not require that the architect provide written 
documentation or work product of the subcontractors thereby demonstrating the value 
and quality of these services.   

Computation of Architect’s Fee 

In the contract, basic compensation is calculated using the State of Louisiana capital 
improvements manual fee formula that calculates the architect’s fee as a percentage of the 
construction cost.  Using the estimated construction cost of the convention center of 
$71,343,161, the architect’s fees should equal approximately 5.4% of the cost of construction. 
SAM’s total contract of $8,227,185 is approximately 11.5% of estimated construction cost.  The 
difference is due to SAM marking up its calculated charges by 25% for additional complexity 
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and the $3.9 million in additional services.  The increase for the complexity factor would add 
more than $800,000 to the contract.  We were provided no documentation to support the use of 
this increase.   We informed SAM that our understanding was that the complexity factor is 
normally only used for renovation contracts and not new construction.  SAM responded that 
“The use of the 1.25 multiplier was approved by the city to respond to the scale and complexity 
of the project.”  No further documentation for this $800,000 increase was provided. 
 
The additional services included services to be performed by SAM and subcontractors hired by 
SAM.  Though SAM is allowed to employ subcontractors and mark up subcontractor charges, 
neither the City nor SAM could provide documentation to substantiate the amounts charged to 
the City or the quality of these subcontractor services.  Lack of such documentation prevented 
the City from ensuring that it is paying the proper amount and receiving services commensurate 
with the fees paid.  In a March 8, 1999, letter to the City, SAM listed 12 subcontractors that 
SAM intended to employ.  In a report dated June 2, 2003, SAM reported paying 23 
subcontractors a total of $4,128,830, which includes $3,879,716 in fees and $249,114 in 
reimbursable expenses.  SAM’s contract with the City allows SAM to mark up consultant 
(subcontractor) fees by 10%.5   

In an attempt to compare the actual markup against the markup allowed by contract, the 
legislative auditor requested that SAM provide a reconciliation of subcontractor invoices to 
SAM’s billings to the City.   

Mr. Stephen Byrne, a consultant of SAM, wrote:6 

Pursuant to our meeting and conversation of last week please be advised that my 
client does not maintain their billing records in the manner requested by you.  
Billings to the City of Shreveport were based upon the contract with the City, 
services provided by various parties, and the percentage of completion as 
determined by the expertise of my client . . . 

In response to the same query, Mr. Michael Alost, a SAM partner, stated: 

When SAM invoices the City, they get a global position of the whole project team 
and invoice based on that percentage of completion.  Subcontractors sometimes 
over invoice (more than the percentage of completion), so they pay the 
subcontractors according to where they feel the subcontractors are on the project.  
SAM does not have a way to numerically track subcontractor invoices to SAM’s 
billings to the City. 

Based on the responses provided, it appears that SAM does not base its charges for work 
performed by subcontractors on the amount charged by the subcontractor plus a markup.  
Rather, SAM bases its charges on its estimate of completion of the total project.   

                                                 
5 Contract Article 11.3.3 
6 Excerpt from a letter dated July 22, 2003 
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SAM’S SUBCONTRACTORS  

SAM subcontracted with 23 companies to meet its obligations under the contract with the City.  
In three cases, there was little documented work product produced by these subcontractors that 
would have afforded the City the opportunity to ensure that it paid only for services actually 
received and for services meeting expected quality standards.  
 

Morlok Development Group 

SAM hired a subcontractor, Morlok Development Group. SAM paid Morlok 
Development Group $210,463, which includes $168,025 for fees and $42,438 for 
reimbursable expenses.  Morlok also hired subcontractors and paid PKF Consulting 
$29,000 and Morgan Keegan $5,000. 

Mr. William Morlok, CEO, stated that he is a business consultant who specializes in 
public/private partnerships.  His focus was the business plan for the convention center.  
He has no written work product available because his work was included in SAM’s work 
product.  PKF, one of his subcontractors, did produce a report.  When we requested that 
SAM produce the work product of Morlok, Mr. Alost pointed us to the PKF report only.  
It should be noted that the PKF report represents only 14% of the amount paid by SAM 
to Morlok.  According to Mr. Morlok, Morgan Keegan offered advice for financing but 
did not produce a written work product. 

Access Development, LLC 

In 1999, SAM contracted Mr. Dan Wimberly of Access Development, LLC.  In a March 
1999 letter to the City, Mr. Alost stated the following: 

. . . As a business consultant and developer, Dan will provide consulting to 
the team through Phase I.  He will support the team in site selection and 
evaluation of ancillary projects such as hotels or other private ventures.  He 
will also develop a plan to extend economic development opportunity to the 
community at large and the minority community in particular.  This plan 
will be implemented by Dan during Phases II and III of the project . . . 

Mr. Wimberly’s contract totaled $400,000 of which he has been paid $284,594 to date.  
The $400,000 was computed using 30 months’ pay at $10,834 per month plus 12 months at 
$6,250 per month.   

The only work product that Mr. Wimberly provided to us was an 18 page “Minority 
Contractors Sourcebook 2000” that listed 29 minority contractors, their contact 
information, association memberships, their bonding capacity, number of employees, 
amount of liability insurance, and their specialty.  He did not provide “… a plan to extend 
economic development opportunity to the community . . .” as stated in Mr. Alost’s letter. 
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According to Mr. Wimberly, he runs Urban Housing, a nonprofit LLC, and is the only 
employee of Access Development, LLC.  Mr. Wimberly stated that though he did not 
track the number of hours he spent on each task, he spent an enormous amount of time on 
the convention center.  He added that it took 100% of his time because he was always 
thinking about the project.   

Mr. Alost stated that he hired Mr. Wimberly in response to Mayor Hightower’s desire to 
include minorities in the convention center project.  Mr. Alost also stated that 
Mr. Wimberly provided liaison services between the minority construction community 
and SAM.  Furthermore, Mr. Alost stated that Mr. Wimberly set up meetings and 
luncheons, but his focus was on the construction phase. 

JaLi’Ve Enterprises, LLC 

SAM hired JaLi’Ve Enterprises, LLC to assist in communicating issues related to the 
project to Shreveport voters and the media.  In the letter dated March 8, 1999, to Mr. 
Kenneth Antee, Chief Administrative Officer for the City of Shreveport, Mr. Alost stated:  

. . . JaLi’ve Enterprises, LLC; Project communication with the community 
will be coordinated by this consulting firm.  Working within the legal 
requirements for a public information campaign, this group will help the 
project team and the Mayor’s Committee, the Administration and the 
Council to communicate the issues of this project to Shreveport voters and 
media . . . 

SAM paid JaLi’Ve $223,927 in fees and $4,226 for reimbursable expenses for a total of 
$228,153 on a $320,000 contract.  Ms. Janie Samuels, Executive Officer, and Ms. Lillian 
Priest, Marketing and Development Officer, stated that they kept track of their hours for 
billing purposes but discarded this record of their number of hours once the invoice was 
paid.   

According to the contract, Jali’Ve was paid $300 per hour for subconsultant services.  
They were also paid for project related consumable supplies, copying supplies, and 
postage.  Ms. Samuels and Ms. Priest stated that they sent out questionnaires, set up 
meetings, and refined and further developed the minority directory produced by Mr. 
Wimberly.  Mr. Alost stated that he contacted Ms. Priest to be on the team because he 
knew of her community involvement.  

In summary, the City’s contract with its architect allowed subcontractors to be paid by 
the City indirectly without assurance that the City received commensurate value for its 
public funds.   
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Land Associated Costs 

The City has spent $6,380,768 for “Land Purchase” and $96,243 for “Associated Costs” for a 
total of $6,477,011.  The original estimate for land acquisition was $3,000,000. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

According to city officials, litigation in acquiring the land and having to purchase larger tracts 
than planned account for most of the difference between the estimated and actual cost.  The City 
purchased land using convention center bond funds and by reallocating land purchased for the 
Riverfront Park extension project.  However, should the City continue its plans to use land 
purchased for the Riverfront Park, the City will be required to reimburse $539,480 to this fund. 

Riverfront Park Bond Funds 

In April 1996, the voters approved a $5,000,000 bond issue for the purpose of acquiring and/or 
improving lands for a public park to the extent feasible for the Riverfront Park Extension.   

Mayor Keith Hightower in a letter dated March 4, 2003, to Mr. Grover Austin, First Assistant 
Legislative Auditor, stated in part: 

. . . you requested that we identify all Convention Center expenses including those 
made from the Riverfront Park Extension bond issue project.  As of January 31, 
2003, the City has spent $1,236,950 for land purchases and related costs from 
this proposition which can be attributed to land which will form the Convention 
Center site.  Since the Riverfront bond proposition was approved in 1996, other 
riverfront properties not a part of the Convention Center site were also purchased 
from this bond proposition . . . 

Sitemap provided by the City of Shreveport 
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On March 13, 2003, the City transferred $697,470 from the convention center project to 
reimburse the Riverfront Park project for land to be used for the convention center.  According to 
Mr. Kenneth R. Antee, Jr., Chief Administrative Officer, another $281,500 was an allocated 
share of land purchased from Union Pacific Railroad.  The remaining $257,980 is land 
designated as the site for the convention center hotel.  The City has not reimbursed the 
Riverfront Park project for the $281,500 nor the $257,980, a total of $539,480. 

Construction Costs 

As of September 5, 2003, the City has spent $4,092,562 for “Construction.”  The bulk of these 
payments were $1,130,549 to CW&W Contractors for railroad relocation, $1,240,971 to Wicker 
Construction for utility relocation, and $1,400,863 to Whitaker Construction, the city’s general 
contractor on the project.  The planned location of the convention center necessitated the 
relocation of the Union Pacific Railroad spur and the water, sewer, and electrical utilities.  

The payments to Whitaker Construction included $1,000,863 for preconstruction and $400,000 
for “Delay Damage.”  “Delay Damage” was negotiated between Whitaker Construction and the 
City to compensate for costs absorbed by Whitaker because of delays caused by the City. 

Environmental Remediation Costs 

The City also entered into agreements with two environmental engineers, Jones Environmental 
and ALTEC Environmental Consultants.  These agreements included the following deficiencies: 

• Though a portion of the work was construction, the agreements were not written 
contracts as required by state law, R.S. 38:2241 A.(1).7 

• Contractors and subcontractors were not required to post performance bonds 
protecting the City from loss. 

• The environmental engineer hired by the City hired subcontractors to do work that is 
considered (Attorney General Opinion No. 03-0108) “public works,” which is 
required by state law to be competitively bid; state law was not followed. 

• The environmental engineer hired a subcontractor.  Then the subcontractor hired a 
subcontractor.  This relationship resulted in multiple-cost markups.  

In March 2000, the City hired Lemle & Kelleher, L.L.P., Attorney at Law (L&K), to represent 
the City in environmental issues related to the convention center.  On behalf of the City, L&K 
hired ALTEC Environmental Consultants, Inc., Roy W. Dowling, President, to do the 
environmental work.   

 

                                                 
7 R.S. 38:2241 A.(1) provides, in part, that whenever a public entity enters into a contract in excess of five thousand dollars for 
the construction, alteration, or repair of any public works, the official representative of the public entity shall reduce the contract 
to writing and have it signed by the parties.   
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As of September 5, 2003, the City has paid $3,600,611 for environmental remediation of which 
$2,809,866 was paid to ALTEC.  Although there was no written contract, ALTEC was expected 
by the City to charge for its services and the services of subcontractors hired by ALTEC.  A 
written contract would have given the City the opportunity to specifically state the expectations 
of services to be provided, expected deliverables, the dates services were to be delivered, 
performance bond requirements, the specific markup allowed for subcontractor fees, and the 
required documentation for payment.  According to Mr. Antee, the City believed that ALTEC 
would mark up its subcontractor fees by 10%; ALTEC’s actual markup averaged 20% or 
$197,533 more than agreed.   

In March 2000, the City adopted the resolution to hire Mr. Timothy Hardy and Ms. Veronica 
Matthews of the law firm L&K to represent the City in matters involving environmental issues 
relating to the proposed Shreveport Convention Center project.  According to Mr. Hardy, the 
City was engaged in expropriation litigation.  He stated that it was important that environmental 
consultants be hired through an attorney so that the consultant’s work product would be covered 
by attorney-client privilege.   

Mr. Antee stated that Mr. Hardy selected ALTEC after it was noted that Jones Environmental, an 
environmental firm previously hired by SAM, charged 20% to 30% more than ALTEC for the 
same kind of work.  Mr. Hardy stated that he did not choose ALTEC but rather acted upon the 
City’s recommendation.  Subsequently, ALTEC became the exclusive environmental consultant 
for the convention center project.   

Of the total paid to ALTEC, at least $1,974,673 (70%) was for other charges.  Other charges 
includes work done by subcontractors, equipment, and supplies.  ALTEC marked up other 
charges from 10% to 40% for an average of 20%.  ALTEC received approximately $395,000 for 
management and administration of work done by subcontractors. 

Mr. Antee stated that ALTEC agreed to a 10% markup of other charges.  Based on this non-
written agreement, ALTEC was overpaid approximately $197,533--the difference between 
$395,000 (a 20% markup) and $197,467 (a 10% markup).  

American Fleet Services 
One of ALTEC’s subcontractors was 
American Fleet Services of Louisiana, 
L.L.C., (AFS).  From written quotations, 
ALTEC selected AFS for dirt hauling.  AFS 
is jointly permitted with J. D. Caver by the 
Louisiana Public Service Commission to 
transport nonhazardous industrial waste.  
AFS subcontracted the actual dirt hauling to 
J. D. Caver.  J. D. Caver charged AFS 
$357,330.  Other subcontractors to AFS 
charged AFS $57,441.  On the total of 
$414,771, AFS charged ALTEC $459,013 

(a 10% markup), and ALTEC charged the City $537,847 (a 17% markup).  Though written 
quotes were obtained, these services were not properly bid by the City in accordance with the 
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public bid law (R.S. 38:2212).  The City should have contracted directly with the lowest 
responsible bidder. 

Tri State Environmental 

ALTEC hired Tri State Environmental 
Contractors, Inc., to perform work related to 
ALTEC’s agreement with the City.  Tri State 
Environmental charged ALTEC $86,229 for 
subcontract work.  ALTEC marked up those 
costs 16% for a total of $99,835.  According to 
Mr. Roy Dowling, he and Mr. Bobby Raines 
own ALTEC.  In addition, he, Mr. Raines, and 
Mr. Gary Larey own Tri State Environmental. 

 

Public Bid Law 

A portion of the work performed by ALTEC fits the definition of “public work”8 as defined in 
R.S. 38:2211A.  This work included the removal and disposal of contaminated soil and the back 
fill with uncontaminated soil. This work should have been let to the lowest responsible bidder in 
accordance with the public bid law [R.S. 38:2212 A.(1)(a)9].  Mayor Hightower and Mr. Antee 
stated that ALTEC’s work was a professional service contract that did not require bidding.  The 
City obtained Attorney General’s Opinion 03-108 that stated in part: 

. . . A contract to retain professionals to perform environmental studies and 
investigations constitutes a contract for services and is not subject to Louisiana 
Public Bid Law.  However, work associated with the implementation of the 
remedial plan developed by the professionals and which included the removal of 
contaminated soil and the fill of new material to bring the site up to grade would 
constitute a public works project and would require compliance with Public Bid 
Law if the total cost exceeded the contract limit of $100,000 . . . 
 

Therefore, this work should have been bid in accordance with state law with the objective of 
obtaining the lowest competitive price.  In addition, the work should have been performed in 
accordance with a written contract and the contractor should have met certain requirements. 

 

                                                 
8 “Public work” means the erection, construction, alteration, improvement, or repair of any public facility or 
immovable property owned, used, or leased by a public entity. 
 
9 R.S. 38:2212 A.(1)(a) All public work exceeding the contract limit ($100,000) as defined in this Section, including 
labor and materials, to be done by a public entity shall be advertised and let by contract to the lowest responsible 
bidder who had bid according to the contract, plans, and specifications as advertised, and no such public work shall 
be done except as provided in this Part. 
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R.S. 38:2241 A.(1) provides, in part, that whenever a public entity enters into a contract in 
excess of five thousand dollars for the construction, alteration, or repair of any public works, the 
official representative of the public entity shall reduce the contract to writing and have it signed 
by the parties.  In addition, the public bid law mandates certain requirements of the general 
contractor to reduce the risk to the public entity and ensure the good and faithful service of the 
contractor.  These requirements, in part, require that the contract include a description of work to 
be performed, completion dates, and performance terms, and licensure by the Louisiana State 
Licensing Board for Contractors.  R.S. 38:2241 A.(2) states that public contracts in excess of 
$25,000 shall require of the contractor a bond with good, solvent, and sufficient surety in a sum 
of not less than 50% of the contract price for the payment by the contractor or subcontractor to 
claimants.  By allowing L&K to hire ALTEC who hired various contractors to perform public 
work and not having a written contract and requiring performance bonds, the City placed itself at 
undue risk and failed to comply with state law. 

The City failed to properly monitor ALTEC’s billings.  ALTEC’s invoices were reviewed by 
Mr. Antee, Mr. Hardy, and Mr. Wes Wyche, an environmental affairs specialist for the City.  
However, no one compared ALTEC’s subcontractor charges to ALTEC’s charges to the City. 

Current Status of the Project 

On October 16, 2003, the City received a low bid of $65,384,000 for construction of the 
convention center and parking garage.  Construction is scheduled to begin shortly. 



 City of Shreveport - Convention Center 

20 

 



Recommendations 

21 

The City of Shreveport should appropriately monitor the expenditure of public funds in the 
completion of its convention center project by: 
 

(1) complying with the public bid law; 

(2) determining the appropriateness of the architect’s 25% complexity factor markup and 
appropriately documenting this determination; 

(3) ensuring all work invoiced is accomplished and adequate supporting documents have 
been received before payment is made; 

(4) requiring adequate documentation from contractors to support their billings and work 
performed and the billings and work of subcontractors; this documentation should be 
sufficient to enable the City to ensure that it has received services commensurate with 
the public funds expended; 

(5) seeking the refund of $197,533 from ALTEC for the overpayment on its markup; 

(6) determining the exact cost of land allocated to the convention center from the 
Riverfront Park extension project and reimbursing the proper amount;  

(7) ensuring all contracts are in writing and include a description of work to be 
performed, the work to be done by related parties, related parties’ markups, 
completion dates, performance terms, and licensure by the Louisiana State Licensing 
Board; and 

(8) consulting with the state Office of Facility Planning for guidance in developing 
architectural contracts. 
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Attachment I 
 

Management’s Response 
 

 
Management’s response included several exhibits including: 

 
• Letter from Attorney General Richard Ieyoub to Mayor Keith Hightower 
• Letter from SAM to Mr. Ken Antee 
• Letter from Mr. Ken Antee to Jones Environmental, Inc. 
• Letter from ALTEC to Mr. Ken Antee 
• Letter from JaLi’ve to Mr. Ken Antee 
 

These exhibits are available for inspection at the Office of the Legislative Auditor, Baton Rouge.  

























 

 

Attachment II 
 

Attorney General’s Opinion 
03-0108 



Attorney General’s Opinion 03-0108 
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